I
In recent years a considerable literature has developed on the relationship between science and European imperialism. 1 The links between science and the expansion of the British Empire in the nineteenth century have attracted particular attention, whether in showing how science functioned as an instrument of imperial power, or in charting the emergence of local scientific communities in one or other of Britain's former colonial territories. The continuing dependence of those emerging scientific communities on their links with British science, even after political independence was achieved in the countries in question, has also been frequently noted.
Several studies have had an institutional focus. Thus, Lucile Brockway and Richard Drayton have stressed the importance of Kew Gardens in, respectively, the establishment under imperial control of important new cash crops such as cinchona, rubber and sisal, and the more general economic development and restructuring of land usage in colonized territories, and Robert A. Stafford has emphasized the role of the Geological Survey of Great Britain and the Royal Geographical Society in † The second, concluding part of this study, covering the period from the reform of the Society's rules in 1847, will appear in the next issue of this journal.
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promoting the discovery and exploitation of colonial natural resources. 2 That the nation's premier scientific society, The Royal Society of London, also had a role in the British imperial system has often been remarked, but as yet no systematic study has been undertaken of the ways in which it did so. 3 That the Society had such a role cannot be doubted. On the one hand, there is abundant evidence that on matters scientific its advice was taken as authoritative by successive British governments and that this advice was often directed to imperial affairs. 4 On the other, as will be shown in this paper, election to Fellowship of the Society was always held open to colonial scientists and came to be regarded as the ultimate accolade that could be bestowed on a scientist working in the colonies, just as it was for scientists working in Britain. In this way, the Society came to function as greater Britain's national scientific academy, the linchpin of an empire-wide system of scientific patronage and reward that helped to keep colonial science firmly bound to that of the metropolis.
Since World War II, the scientific communities of the larger and more economically powerful nations of the Commonwealth have become self-sustaining in a way that they never were previously. Hence it no longer makes sense, as it once did, to think of them as part of an extended British scientific community, any more than it does to think of the countries in question as part of a greater Britain. Even today, however, despite the break-up of the Empire into a plethora of independent countries, election to The Royal Society's Fellowship remains open to scientists from the various countries that make up the Commonwealth, and significant numbers are still elected each year. In this way the Society has transformed itself from a 'national' fellowship of scientists, encompassing that greater Britain beyond the seas, into an international (or at least a supranational) one. Its policy in this regard has contributed to its maintaining its position as an institution of considerable international significance in a world in which, in most other respects, Britain's influence has greatly declined. At the same time, the Society in this way helped Britain to retain a degree of cultural hegemony, so far as science was concerned, over its former colonial territories, long after they achieved political independence.
The maintenance of this close link between scientists at the highest level has only occasionally been seen by those from Britain's former colonies as incompatible with the newly achieved independence of their respective nations. Likewise, it has apparently seldom been a matter of concern in Britain that a significant fraction of the ordinary membership of the national scientific academy, a principal source of scientific advice to the British government, should be people who are now citizens of other countries-that is, foreigners. With only a few exceptions, neither Britain's scientists nor those of the former colonial territories have wanted to sever the old links completely. The decision has been taken-positively and not merely through tardiness in changing the rule-that for Society purposes, residents of Commonwealth nations should not be treated as foreigners but should still be seen as part of the family. Only when a nation has opted to leave the Commonwealth (or has been forced out, as happened with South Africa in 1961) have its residents become ineligible for election to the Fellowship under the ordinary rules.
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In this two-part study I describe the pattern of elections of colonial Fellows to the Society in the heyday of Empire, and chart the way in which the rules governing eligibility for membership have been adapted in more recent times as the old imperial links-or at least those of a formal kind-have gradually dissolved away. I focus chiefly (although not exclusively) on the period after the American War of Independence, the pattern of elections to the Society from the North American colonies from the period before this having already been described some years ago in this journal by Raymond P. Stearns. 5 Details are provided of all those elected to the Society from other parts of the Empire and Commonwealth between the mideighteenth century and the mid-twentieth century. During that extended period, both science and the community that sustained it underwent profound changes that are reflected in the data to be presented. The Royal Society itself was transformed from a gentlemen's club with an orientation towards the study of nature into an institution for a professional scientific élite. We shall see that, notwithstanding such changes, ever since the early years of the nineteenth century the Society-in addition to counting among its Fellows leading promoters of Empire such as its long-serving President, Sir Joseph Banks (P.R.S. 1778-1820)-has always included a significant number of Fellows whose reputations derived from their service in Britain's Empire (or former Empire) overseas, and whose nomination certificates declared this service among the grounds on which they were proposed. By regularly electing people on this basis while yet being discriminating about whom it elected, the Society both gave public recognition to the value of such service and established its own position as the supreme arbiter of colonial scientific work.
The significance of the Society for the Empire is one thing; the impact of the Empire on the Society is quite another. It would be surprising if the character of the Society itself were not affected by its membership's coming to include so many Fellows based in, or with strong links with, the Empire. Actually to tease out such effects would, however, be very difficult and will not be attempted here.
E  
The Royal Society of London, ever since its foundation in the seventeenth century, has been an institution of more than merely local repute. Those living in foreign parts were welcomed as Fellows from the outset and were elected in large numbers, the reading of communications from them formed part of the regular business of Society meetings, and many of these communications were subsequently published in the Society's Philosophical Transactions.
As the British Empire expanded in North America, scientifically inclined colonials were also from time to time elected to the Fellowship. For them, as for the Fellows resident in foreign countries, membership was largely honorific because unless, as Benjamin Franklin did, they spent extended periods in England, they were unable to attend meetings and their role in the Society's affairs was limited to what could be achieved through correspondence.
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In recognition of the special status of non-resident Fellows, the Society from a very early period waived in their cases the normal requirement that a new Fellow attend to be admitted and to sign the Obligation at a meeting of the Society within four weeks of being elected. As early as 1663, a register of Fellows distinguished eight as 'Strangers', 6 and in the following year a Statute was passed exempting persons 'residing in Forreigne parts' who were elected Fellows from paying fees. 7 Then, in 1682, the legally rather dubious practice began of distinguishing, on the list of Fellows prepared before the election of the Society's Council each year, between 'Persons of Other Nations' and the remainder of the Fellowship. In contrast with the policy adopted subsequently, the distinction made in both the 1663 document and the lists prepared later in the seventeenth century was based on citizenship rather than place of residence. Among those listed as 'strangers' in 1663 were two prominent London-based but non-British-born Fellows, Theodore Haak and Henry Oldenburg, while later in the century the name of Denis Papin appeared year after year on the foreign list, even though he was living in London for much of the time. 8 The first draft of the 1664 Statute proposed a somewhat wider set of exemptions than the wording finally enacted, because it referred to 'any person Residing in remote or Forreigne parts'. Almost certainly, the term 'remote' was intended in this context to refer to Fellows living in Britain but at a considerable distance from London, and its omission from the Statute finally enacted embodied a deliberate decision to avoid problems likely to arise in defining residency for Fellows with both London and country addresses, by continuing to require all British-based Fellows to pay the fees, even if they might not be in a position to attend meetings regularly. 9 The possibility that colonials-residents not of 'Forreigne parts' but of Britain's dominions overseas-might be elected to the Fellowship seems to have been overlooked. Some were, however, soon elected (e.g. John Winthrop in 1663). That their situation warranted the same special consideration as had been extended to foreigners was given de facto recognition by treating them, like some other Fellows on the Home List, as Honorary Members, not required to pay fees. Concessions were also introduced, in 1673, for Fellows who went abroad for periods longer than three months, they being relieved of the obligation to pay weekly contributions until they should 'be returned again into England'. 10 The wider exemption initially proposed in 1664 was adopted in a new Statute enacted in 1727, according to which 'every person who is a foreigner and every one of his Majesty's subjects, whose habitation or usual place of residence is at more than forty miles distance from London' was deemed to be a Fellow immediately upon election, without having to attend a meeting of the Society or subscribe to the Obligation. A Fellow admitted in this way was, however, denied the right to vote in the Society's elections until he attended and subscribed in the ordinary way. Moreover, 'if he shall neglect so to qualify himself, the first time he comes to London, when he may be present at a meeting of the Society, and can be admitted; his Election shall be declared void, and his name shall be cancelled in the Register'. 11 The position of foreigners resident in London was altered significantly by a Council resolution of 22 March 1737/8-which was not, however, formalized as a Statute-according to which they could if they wished pay contributions and give bond, and in return have their names inscribed on the Home List. 12 During the first half of the eighteenth century, foreigners were elected to the Fellowship in such numbers that, in the 1740s, they represented almost 50% of the total. 13 Thereafter, controls were gradually introduced that made their election more difficult. In the process, the category of Foreign Member was formally defined for the first time. By 1787, the total number of such members was restricted to 100, and procedures were set in place whereby vacancies were filled once a year from among candidates who had been nominated during the preceding 12 months. Later, in 1823, the number of Foreign Members was further restricted to a total of 50, new members 'to be put in nomination at a meeting of the Council' instead of being proposed at an Ordinary Meeting of the Society. Thereafter the rules governing the election of Foreign Members remained unchanged for many years. 14 Of particular significance for our purposes here is the fact that these various restrictions only ever applied to non-resident foreigners, who came to be carefully distinguished from British subjects resident abroad. The two groups first began to be treated differently in 1753, when the Statute adopted in 1727 was repealed in favour of one in which all British subjects, whatever their place of residence, and also nonBritish residents of His Majesty's dominions, were declared liable to pay the joining fee, whereas foreigners (unless living in British territory) remained exempt. 15 In 1761, when the first restrictions were imposed on Foreign Membership, they were stated to apply only to 'persons residing in Foreign parts, not being subjects of the Crown of Great Britain'. Finally, in the definitive rules adopted in 1787, the continuing eligibility for ordinary membership of residents of Britain's overseas Empire was made explicit, the new regulations being declared to apply only to persons 'who are neither natives nor inhabitants of his Majesty's dominions'. 16 Ironically, this came just after His Majesty's dominions had been greatly reduced by the loss of the American colonies. One American, Dr Arthur Lee (F.R.S. 1766), felt bound to resign from the Society in 1788 because he no longer 'from the time of the establishment of the American Independence' considered himself a Fellow, and later in the same year the Society itself formally recognized the new nationality of citizens of the erstwhile colonial territories by electing one of their number, James Bowdoin, a Fellow on the Foreign List. 17 Not until after World War II did the definition of 'foreign' used by the Society in this context undergo further alteration. Hence, throughout the heyday of the second British Empire, in the nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth century, any inhabitant, whether British subject or not, of any part of the imperial territories, and any British subject living even beyond the imperial borders, was eligible for election on the ordinary rather than the Foreign List. A principal concern in this paper is the way in which this possibility was exploited in practice to maintain and strengthen the bonds of Empire in the field of science.

B   
Under the provisions of a Statute enacted in December 1730, Fellows nominating a person for election to the Society were henceforth required to lodge with the Secretaries a certificate bearing their signatures and setting out the name, rank, qualifications and place of residence of the person whose name they were putting forward. These certificates, still preserved in the Society's Archives, are now an invaluable resource for the historian interested in membership patterns within the Society or in networks of influence within the larger British scientific community. 18 After the introduction in the revised Statutes of 1847 of important changes (to be discussed shortly) in the procedures for election, it became a requirement that, in advance of each year's elections, a list of candidates, together with the names of the Fellows who had proposed them and a short summary of the candidate's contribution to science that formed the basis of the nomination, should be printed and a copy sent to each Ordinary Fellow. These lists are an even more convenient source for the historian than the bulky volumes of original certificates.
The analysis that follows is based on a survey of these nomination certificates and printed lists. Stearns has already published details of Fellows elected from the American colonies up to 1788, including those from the colonies in Canada and the West Indies that remained British; these will not be repeated here. Stearns did not, however, include in his coverage Fellows whose links were with Britain's growing Asian empire rather than with America. To include these, the present account overlaps Stearns's to some extent, being based on a systematic survey of nominations to the Society from 1731, when the provision concerning nomination certificates came into effect, to 1950, the latest year for which I was granted access. 19 For that span of over 200 years, I have attempted to identify and extract details of the candidature of all candidates for election to the Society's Ordinary List, successful or not, who were resident outside the British Isles at the time of their nomination. (Some had in fact returned to Britain by the time they were elected.) Not included in this survey is the substantial number of candidates from Ireland, though such an analysis could be undertaken quite straightforwardly, once one decided whether or not to include candidates from Ulster in the count.
I also extracted details in a less systematic way for people resident in Britain at the time of their nomination who had built their scientific reputations in one of the colonies, or who subsequently lived there for an extended period. This last category is not, of course, intended to embrace the likes of Charles Darwin or James Clark Ross, despite the importance of their overseas experience to their careers, but only those who spent the bulk of their scientific careers abroad or themselves played an important part in colonial life for a considerable period. In compiling the 'Australian' list, local knowledge enabled me to identify what I believe to be a full list of candidates in this category for the period before the introduction of the revised Statutes. 20 In other cases, however, without such knowledge and without the overseas address as a marker, it is very easy to overlook people. In particular, I am sure I have overlooked a number of members of the colonial service who happened to be on furlough in Britain at the time they were nominated but who by every other criterion ought to have been counted. Those who have been identified, whose election seems to have been connected with their colonial activities, are included in the lists of names.
In contrast with the approach adopted in a recent survey of New Zealand Fellows of the Society, 21 I have made no attempt to identify candidates who were born or had their early education in the colonies but who made their careers 'at Home' and therefore had a British address at the time of nomination. Ernest Rutherford thus does not appear on my New Zealand list because he had left New Zealand for good at the outset of his career, several years before he was nominated. (He appears instead on my Canadian list because he was actually nominated during the period when he was Professor of Physics at McGill University in Montréal.) More problematic is the Anglo-Indian medical researcher Ronald Ross, who built his research career in India but eventually migrated permanently to England in 1899. Only after this was he nominated for Fellowship, and so his certificate shows an English address. He was elected in 1901 at the first attempt, and two years later was awarded the Nobel Prize for Physiology or Medicine for his work on the aetiology of malaria. The closeness of the dates involved means that the basis of his election was the work he had done in India, and so he has been included in the list of 'Indian' Fellows even though, strictly speaking, according to the rules set out above, he should not have been. Finally, in surveying the earliest volumes of certificates, from the period before the category of Foreign Member was distinguished separately, no attempt was made to cover those who, under the rules later adopted, would have been regarded unambiguously as foreigners. 22 The Society's long-maintained policy of granting special privileges to members of the aristocracy in its election procedures adds a further complication. Although the specification of who was exempted from the usual rules varied somewhat over the years, there were always some people for whom certificates did not have to be lodged and who, once proposed, were to be balloted for at once. Clearly, my survey of the nomination certificates does not pick up Fellows elected under this rule. During the second half of the eighteenth century, those to whom it applied were defined to include 'every one of His Majesty's subjects, who is a Peer, or son of a Peer, of Great Britain or Ireland, and every one of his Majesty's Privy Council of either of the said kingdoms; and every Foreign Sovereign Prince, or the son of a Sovereign Prince, or an Ambassador to the Court of Great Britain'. 23 Elected under this rule were, for example, Robert Clive (F.R.S. 1768), who had been elevated to the Irish peerage some years before his election, as a reward for his exploits in India, and George Macartney (F.R.S. 1792), likewise an Irish peer, governor at Madras 1781-85 and the leader, shortly after his election to The Royal Society, of a famous embassy to China. Both men are included in my survey of 'Indian' Fellows, despite the absence of nomination certificates. In contrast, Gilbert Elliot, Lord Minto, elected under the same rule in 1802, is not included in the survey because he had no particular links with India until, some years after his election to the Society, he was appointed Governor-General; and neither are Arthur Wellesley, Duke of Wellington (F.R.S.
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1847) or the historian Thomas Babington Macaulay (F.R.S. 1849), both of whom were elected several decades after the exploits in India that first brought them to public notice. From a somewhat later period, Hugh Childers, elected in the privileged class in 1873, is likewise not included, even though he spent several years in Victoria in the 1850s and was an important figure in the public life of the colony during that period; his election was not related to anything he did in Australia but reflected the fact that he was a member of Gladstone's Cabinet and a Privy Councillor. 24 The changes introduced in 1847 to the rules governing elections to the Fellowship were, as is widely known, of decisive importance in the history of the Society. 25 Their effect was gradually to transform the Society from a gentlemen's club for scientists and patrons of science into a national scientific academy, the membership of which was, with only a few exceptions, restricted to distinguished practitioners of one or other of the sciences. This was brought about by greatly restricting the number of new Fellows who could be elected each year-at first to only 15 per year-and by simultaneously ensuring that these were all elected on the same day, on the basis of a list selected by Council from among those who had previously been recommended in writing by at least six Fellows. 26 Taken together, the new procedures introduced an element of competition into the electoral process for the first time, for they more or less guaranteed that, each year, some candidates would not be elected. (Even in the first year of operation of the new rules, there were 22 candidates for the 15 places available.) By contrast, candidates had previously only ever been rejected-and some certainly were-if a significant number of Fellows thought them definitely unsuitable. So substantial, in fact, were the changes made in 1847, which first came into effect in the elections for 1848, that in the following analysis data from before and after that date will be presented separately. 27 E  1848
Stearns has identified a steady trickle, throughout the eighteenth century, of elections of residents of Britain's North American colonies to Fellowship of The Royal Society; more recently, Govier 28 has discussed the role of seventeenth-century Fellows in the West Indian slave colonies. As Britain's power expanded in other parts of the world, increasing numbers of Britons spent extended periods 'in the field' and a few were in due course nominated for election to the Society. Their geographical distribution closely parallels the changing patterns of British influence.
An early and striking illustration of this comes from a place that was not a British colony at all but where, for a time during the eighteenth century, there was a large and well-established British trading community: St Petersburg. At least one expatriate Fellow took up residence in Russia long before the introduction of certificates, namely Robert Erskine (F.R.S. 1703), who became Peter the Great's chief physician in 1705 and head of the medical services for all Russia a year later, and who stayed in Russia until his death in 1719. Peter the Great's chief lieutenant, Prince Menshikov, was himself elected a Fellow in 1714. The earliest nomination certificate that records a period of residence in Russia is that of James Spilman, Esq., 'a Gentleman who has been twenty two years abroad in Russia and other Northern Country's, … well versed in y e Natural History of those parts', who, after returning to London in about 1722 from his long stay abroad, was elected to the Fellowship in 1734. 29 He was followed by Dr James Mounsey, physician to the Tsarina Elisabeth (F.R.S. 1749); the Revd Daniel Dumaresq, 'chaplain of the Russian Factory at Petersbourg' (F.R.S. 1761); Dumaresq's successor the Revd John Glen King (F.R.S. 1771); John Rogerson, physician to the Empress Catherine the Great (F.R.S. 1779); Admiral Sir Samuel Greig, on secondment to the Russian Navy (F.R.S. 1782); the physician Matthew Guthrie (F.R.S. 1782); the Revd William Tooke, King's successor as 'Minister to the English Church' (F.R.S. 1783); and John Grieve, 'formerly Physician to the Russian army' but now returned to London (F.R.S. 1794). In 1804 the eminent physician Alexander Crichton (F.R.S. 1800) became another expatriate Fellow in the Russian capital after his appointment as Physician-in-Ordinary to the Tsar, remaining there until 1819. 30 Cases somewhat analogous to this 'Russian' group are provided by Thomas Shaw, elected a Fellow in 1734 from The Queen's College, Oxford, but described on his nomination certificate as 'late Chaplain to the English Factory at Algiers', and Patrick Russell, who spent 20 years as physician to the English factory in Aleppo, Syria, before being elected a Fellow in 1777, after his return to England. (He subsequently spent a number of years in India and so also appears on the list of 'Indian' Fellows.) 31 From the mid-eighteenth century, British power expanded most dramatically in south and east Asia. As a new British Empire was gradually carved out in India, more and more Britons made careers there, either in the East India Company's service or in the supporting military and naval forces. Inevitably, members of all three groups soon began to be nominated for election to the Fellowship of The Royal Society. They form the starting point of the analysis here.
By the time they were nominated, many of those concerned had returned to England. However, their certificates often set out their overseas service as part of the basis of their candidacy, and from the chronological sequence of these certificates we get a clear sense of the growing importance of India in British life. Such 'colonial' connections are especially obvious in the case of employees of the East India Company, because the Company's name is usually mentioned on their certificates. 32 In contrast, with many Army or Navy officers who were nominated, no indication is given on the certificate as to whether the person concerned had seen service, R.W. Home extensive or otherwise, in the colonies. Some undoubtedly had, but to distinguish them from the rest would require many hours of searching through individual service records at the Public Record Office, and no attempt has been made to do this. An additional complication comes from the fact that on some certificates, in contravention of the Society's rules, no address is given. In such cases, when an Indian connection is claimed, it is often unclear whether the person being nominated had by then returned to England. This is so, for example, with the very first certificate from the period covered by my survey on which Indian experience is claimed, that for John Carnac, 'late Commander in Chief of the British forces in the East Indies' (F.R.S. 1772), whose nominators recommended him 'as likely from his connexions in the East Indies, and his own observations' to become a useful member. (In Carnac's case, it is easy to find out from other sources that he was in England, serving as a Member of Parliament, at the time he was nominated. 33 ) Appendix 1 lists all nominees for the Fellowship before 1848 for whom an Indian connection is claimed on the nomination certificate, and also others for whom a significant Indian connection is known even though it is not mentioned on the certificate. (With the latter group the Indian connection is placed in brackets.) 'India' is used loosely in this context, as it was at the time, to include not only India itself but the whole of south and east Asia over which the East India Company claimed trading rights at this period: various nominations specify service in Ceylon, Sumatra, Java, Japan and, above all, at the Company's base at Canton, in China.
Appendix 1 reveals very clearly the difference between the criteria for Fellowship of The Royal Society before the 1847 reform and those that have applied since then. Especially in the early part of the appendix, although scientific expertise is claimed for a few of those nominated, most were distinguished instead by the senior positions they held in the military conquest or subsequent administration of Britain's new Indian possessions. Certainly, those involved constituted but a small group within the larger population of Britons who served in India, and one presumes that what separated them from the others who were not nominated, and led to their names being put forward, was that they had at least a general interest in promoting science. Often, however, those who drew up the nomination certificates felt no need to allude to any such interest, even if, as for Sir Robert Barker (F.R.S. 1775), this had been sufficient to give rise to several scientific publications. If any interest in science is mentioned, it is often stated extremely broadly; for example, the certificate of a former Governor-General of India, Warren Hastings (F.R.S. 1801), makes the rather unlikely claim that he had a 'great and extensive knowledge in various branches of science'. In other cases, a general acquaintance with natural history is claimed. As the failure in 1795 of Sir Elijah Impey's candidature suggests, establishing a candidate's respectability was a much more important consideration than establishing his expertise in science: Impey was embroiled at the time of his nomination in a political storm surrounding his activities in India, and it seems that this had undermined his reputation sufficiently to effectively debar him.
Consistent with this generalization, and as remarked already, it is noteworthy how few of those in Appendix 1 whose names appear before about 1820 were nominated while in India. Most were nominated after their return to England from a successful career in the East. Often, it was only then that they had an opportunity to publish accounts of their experiences. Such publication was not, however, essential for election. It was much more important to establish a position in polite society 'at Home'. As the British hold on India consolidated and more and more Britons travelled backwards and forwards between Britain and the subcontinent, it became possible for those working in India to establish their suitability, and hence to be elected, without returning home. The number of people with Indian connections who were elected, even before that stage was reached, is sufficient to indicate that by the 1810s at the latest, the Indian 'interest' had become one of the constituencies that, as David Miller has argued, Joseph Banks managed so masterfully during his many years as President of The Royal Society. 34 Among those elected, in addition to those whose interest in science was at best of a rather general kind, there were of course some who were active as investigators of the world that had been newly opened up to them by the British military successes. Among these, the emphasis at first was less on natural science than on languages and culture, the earliest 'Indian' Fellows including among their number the famous orientalists William Jones, William Marsden and Charles Wilkins, and also Samuel Davis, who had devoted himself to the study of Sanskrit astronomical methods. Henry Harvey (F.R.S. 1825) was another whose principal stated qualification was that he was 'well versed in Hindoo Astronomy' and, until the 1847 reform, expertise in oriental languages and literature continued to be cited regularly as a ground for election. One suspects that this was also the principal if unstated qualification with a number of other nominations, especially when, as with Sir James Colebrooke (F.R.S. 1821) and John Briggs (F.R.S. 1838), reference is made on the certificate to the candidate's membership of the 'orientalist' Asiatic Society of Bengal or Royal Asiatic Society respectively. The British invaders of India clearly recognized that they were in contact with an advanced culture, and that this was as worthy of study as nature itself in its Indian guise. Equally, it is clear that many Fellows of The Royal Society saw the Society's brief extending, at least in this exotic extra-European context, to such study. The reform of 1847 was a watershed in this regard, for afterwards, despite the long-established earlier tradition, the Society came to focus much more narrowly on the natural sciences in electing new Fellows. E.B. Eastwick (F.R.S. 1851), Professor of Hindi and Oriental Languages at the East India Company's training college, Haileybury, 'eminent as a philologist and linguist', was the only person to be nominated, let alone elected, on such a basis after the reform. 35 As British military dominance in India was consolidated, a more and more elaborate civilian administration was set in place. From the beginning, this included positions that required of their occupants expertise in one or other of the sciences that had an important role, in this context, as tools of Empire. 36 One such science was surveying, as the East India Company sought to delineate and reallocate the territory that had come under its control; 37 as early as 1781 we find James Rennell, the Company's first Surveyor-General and author of a celebrated series of maps of Bengal and the Ganges Basin, being elected to the Society after his return to
England. Later, after the establishment of the Great Trigonometrical Survey of India, a steady succession of the Survey's senior officers were elected, commencing with William Lambton (F.R.S. 1817), Colin Mackenzie (F.R.S. 1819) and George Everest (F.R.S. 1827), and continuing throughout the century. Also elected were those responsible for the astronomical determinations on which an accurate survey depended, beginning with William Petrie, 'a promoter of astronomical pursuits in India' (F.R.S. 1795), and John Goldingham, 'from the year 1776 Astronomer to the East India Company at their observatory at Madras' (F.R.S. 1808). Like Rennell, both Petrie and Goldingham had returned to England by the time of their election, but Lambton and Mackenzie established a new pattern by being elected while still employed on scientific pursuits in India. In time, enough 'Indian' surveyors and astronomers were elected to form a separate constituency of their own within the Society.
The maintenance of British power depended on command of the seas as well as the land, and from James Cook's charting of the St Lawrence estuary onwards, the Royal Navy undertook extensive hydrographic surveys in many different parts of the world. The East India Company's navy also devoted much effort to preparing charts of the waters in which it operated; this was reflected in the election to the Society not only of various naval officers but also of the company's hydrographers James Horsburgh (F.R.S. 1806) and Daniel Ross (F.R.S. 1822). Some years later, the certificates of Captain Francis Chesney, R.A. (F.R.S. 1834) and H. Alexander Ormsby (F.R.S. 1839) of the Indian Navy cite their having surveyed the rivers Euphrates and Tigris with a view to establishing steam navigation thereon as the key to a new 'overland' route to India. 38 Others, too, were elected who, like them, had made their names in extending British acquaintance with the regions beyond the imperial frontier-for example, Alexander Burnes (F.R.S. 1834), who, it was noted, had 'largely extended our knowledge of the geography of the rivers Indus and Oxus and of the Hindoo-Kush'; James Wellsted (F.R.S. 1837), who had 'travelled much in Arabia and the East'; and the famous Central Asian traveller Arthur Connolly (F.R.S. 1839).
Britons who went to India faced a bewildering array of new and unfamiliar health hazards, to which many who went there in the hope of making their fortune quickly succumbed. The East India Company found it necessary to employ medical practitioners to protect the health of both its army and its bureaucracy, men who by the nature of their calling frequently had an interest in science. Inevitably, some were elected in due course to the Fellowship of The Royal Society, although perhaps not as many in the early years as might have been expected, given the high proportion of doctors among the 'home' Fellowship. The first 'Indian' Fellow with a medical background was Patrick Russell (F.R.S. 1777), mentioned above as physician to the English factory at Aleppo for many years, who was later (1781-89) in India, no doubt once again practising his profession among the expatriate British community. The first person to be elected whose medical service in India was explicitly mentioned on his certificate was John Williams, 'late of the East India Company's medical establishment in Bengal' (F.R.S. 1801). Others for whom such service was noted were John Fleming (F.R.S. 1813), John Crawford, 'surgeon on the East India Company's medical establishment at Bengal' (F.R.S. 1818), and Charles Collier, 'late Deputy Inspector of Hospitals at Ceylon' (F.R.S. 1830), all of whom were elected after their return to England, and James Burnes 'of the Bombay medical service' (F.R.S. 1835). Francis Buchanan (F.R.S. 1806), Nathaniel Wallich (F.R.S. 1829), John Royle (F.R.S. 1837) and Hugh Falconer (F.R.S. 1845) were also medical men who had seen service in India, although in their cases their certificates did not mention the fact but focused instead on their standing as naturalists and botanists. 39 Then, in the early 1840s, what had been a trickle of medicos being elected on the basis of their service in India became a flood, with six elections in the space of five years. Further nominations came in regularly after the 1847 reform and several were successful. However, a significant number were not-indeed, for reasons that remain unclear, a very high proportion of the unsuccessful 'Indian' nominations in the period between 1847 and World War I, when almost all those involved were still of British origin, were medical men.
At a time when the pharmacopoeia was still largely based on plant products, it comes as no surprise that several of the medical men elected were active in the field of botany. John Fleming's certificate, for example, noted that he had for a time been acting director of the Calcutta Botanic Garden. Later, Buchanan was director of this garden, being succeeded in turn by Wallich. Royle was instrumental in building the botanic garden at Saharanpur, where Falconer later also served as director. Royle became an enthusiastic advocate of the planting of cinchona, the source of quinine for use in treating malaria. Throughout the rest of the century, successive directors of the two major botanic gardens of the Indian Empire, at Calcutta and at Peredeniya, Ceylon, were elected to the Fellowship almost as a matter of course.
In the period before the 1847 reform, two other technical specialties show up in the list of 'Indian' nominations to the Fellowship; both, in their different ways, were of obvious relevance to the administration of the vast, newly won territory. One had to do with the regulation of the coinage: Alexander Melville (F.R.S. 1827) was described as 'late director of the East India Company's mint at Zuvrackabad', while James Prinsep, elected in the following year, was assay master of the mint at Benares. (In Prinsep's case, his authorship of a recent paper on the measurement of high temperatures was also noted on his certificate.) In contrast, several of those nominated were (or had been) officers of the East India Company's engineering service. However, except for George Hutchinson, 'superintendent of the foundry of the Bengal Engineers' (F.R.S. 1829), few details are provided concerning the kind of work they had been doing.
Throughout this period, The Royal Society was, in effect, an English gentlemen's club, albeit one with a particular focus on promoting 'natural knowledge' that gave a certain openness to its proceedings. It is thus astonishing to find that on 27 May 1841 there was elected to the Society on the nomination of (among others) those powerful dispensers of the Royal Navy's scientific patronage John Barrow, Francis Beaufort and Edward Sabine, one Ardaseer Cursetjee Esquire, 'Ship Builder of Bombay lately in England having undertaken the journey to this country at his own R.W. Home expense in order to prepare himself in the knowledge of the Steam Engine as applicable to Navigation and to acquaint himself with the arts and manufactures of Europe with the view of improving his own country and his countrymen, a Gentleman well versed in the theory and practice of Naval Architecture and devoted to scientific pursuits…'. 40 Cursetjee was, however, very much an exception. Not until 1918 was another of his countrymen, Srinivasa Ramanujan, elected. Moreover, it is extremely unlikely that Cursetjee could have been elected under the rules adopted in 1847, for these strongly favoured the election of candidates who had established a record of scientific work, not just an enthusiasm for its practical application. There is, besides, a distinctly patronizing air about the description of Cursetjee's achievements, he being recorded as 'having introduced Lighting by gas into Bombay where he perfected a small Gas establishment aided exclusively by Native workmen; having also at his own charge built a Vessel of sixty Tons to which he adapted a Steam Engine sent out from this country, and manufactured and fitted every other part of the Machinery and navigated the vessel entirely with native workmen and Engine men, chiefly instructed and trained by himself…'. The phraseology employed and the nature of the achievements themselves suggest that very different expectations were brought to bear in considering Cursetjee's nomination than was usual.
In the period before 1848, apart from the pre-revolutionary American cases discussed by Stearns, the number of 'imperial' nominations giving an address or specifying service elsewhere than in India is small (see Appendix 2). In this, my lists accurately reflect the comparative levels of British imperial commitment at the time. Moreover, in the first two cases listed in Appendix 2, the certificates refer to service in a place that was only briefly under British rule during the Napoleonic wars, the otherwise Portuguese-governed island of Madeira. Because of Madeira's strategic importance as a port of call on the shipping route to India, there was a strong British presence there and a significant expatriate community, and they are listed for that reason. Britain's growing preoccupation with controlling the route to India is likewise reflected in the election to the Society in 1820 of Robert Farquhar and Sir John Sewell, who had served respectively as senior officials in Mauritius and Malta, of Sir Rufane Donkin (F.R.S. 1826), one of the early British governors of the Cape of Good Hope after Britain's seizure of that territory during the Napoleonic wars, and of John Wilkinson (F.R.S. 1834), cited for his efforts in the mapping of Egypt. Elsewhere, the people of Québec, captured from the French in the Seven Years' War, remained resolutely outside the British imperial cultural system, and it is therefore not surprising that they are not represented in my list; 41 but neither did they have imposed on them large numbers of British administrators, some of whom might in time have aspired to become Fellows of The Royal Society, as we have seen happened in India. Only a handful of nominations relate to the new British settler colonies in Upper Canada, Australia and New Zealand (and the one nomination relating to New Zealand was unsuccessful!). The provisions governing elections in the privileged class were unaffected by the 1847 reforms but were changed in 1874, when the nobility at last lost their automatic right of entry, admission under the rule henceforth being restricted to princes of the blood royal and members of the Privy Council. However, significant numbers of Fellows continued to be elected under this rule until 1903, when the category of person eligible for election in this way was further restricted to princes of the blood royal. At the same time, a new Statute, Statute 12, was introduced to permit the election of those who, in the opinion of Council, 'either have rendered conspicuous service to the cause of science, or are such that their election would be of signal benefit to the Society'. However, the number who could be elected on this basis was limited to no more than two people, once in every two years (Royal Society Year Book, 1903, pp. 169-170). (This was later varied slightly to allow elections in successive years, subject to the constraint that if two people were elected under the rule in one year, there was to be no election in the following year.) As we shall see, several people from the Empire and Commonwealth were in due course elected under this rule, though none have been in recent times. More recently, after a controversy over the election of the then British Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher, to the Fellowship in 1983, the operation of the rule was reconsidered; Council resolved that it 'should avoid proposing elections that could be widely interpreted as support for a particular party, or as soliciting favour from the Government in power', and the Statute was modified to confine the kinds of 'signal benefit to the Society' 
